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Level 1 Screening Assumptions 
 

The assumptions used to arrive at conclusions reached in the Level 1 Screening are 
presented below: 

 
Cost 
 
Cost per Mile: The cost per mile applied to each corridor was $8,000,000 and is 
assumed to cover all future project phases.   
 
Maintenance of Traffic Adjustment:  A factor was applied to each corridor where access 
management and maintenance of traffic issues were anticipated due to portions of the 
corridor following an existing route.  A 10% factor was assumed and factored based on 
the impacted length of the corridor. 
 
Interchange: All corridors terminating at I-24 or the Wendell H. Ford Parkway would 
require an interchange estimated to cost $15,000,000.  Alternatives 4 and 4A would 
utilize an existing interchange that would require upgrading.  The assumed upgrade 
cost was $10,000,000.     
 
Railroad Crossing: All corridors crossing the Paducah and Louisville Railway were 
assumed to require a grade separated crossing estimated to cost $3,000,000. 
 
Environmental 
 
Water Lines:  All main and branch lines were counted within each corridor.  
 
Archaeology Sites:  All known archaeology sites (3) are just outside of the corridor.  
However, we felt they were still worth noting.     
 
Relocation Impacts:  Using aerial photography, the number of homes within each 
corridor was estimated.  Keep in mind that each corridor is 2000’ wide; therefore, not all 
of the homes would need to be relocated.     
 
Prime Farmland Impacts:  The impact on prime farmland was estimated in three ranges, 
with high meaning that a high level of impact is expected.  What is and isn’t prime 
farmland was determined from the aerial photography.   
 
Project Goals 
 
Travel Time: The destinations selected for travel time calculations were chosen to 
address access to both recreational facilities and the National Highway System.  These 
serve to address several of the points highlighted in the first two goals.  Travel speed 
was estimated to be (1) five miles per hour (mph) above the speed limit for the 
interstates, parkways, and proposed US 641 corridor and (2) the speed limit for all other 



facilities.  Travel speed was then multiplied by the corridor length to determine travel 
time.  
 
Level of Access to Industrial Development: A low, medium, or high rating was assigned 
to each corridor based on how well that corridor appeared to provide access to the 
proposed Lyon County Industrial Park and other existing industrial facilities.   
 
Effectiveness as an Alternate Truck Route for US 641:  Based on a preliminary select 
link analysis of US 641 using the Statewide Traffic Model, it was determined that more 
trucks travel to and from the Memphis area than any other direction.  Although more 
trucks go southwest, and therefore benefit from a western corridor, it was felt the 
corridor could not be too far from the existing US 641 corridor.  If the corridor was too 
far to the west and didn’t provide adequate connection to existing US 641, all other 
trucks would still use the existing corridor because a western corridor would take them 
too far out of the way.  On the other hand, an eastern corridor, may take you too far out 
of the way for those seeking to go west.   
 
A low, medium, or high rating was assigned to each corridor, with a low meaning the 
proposed corridor did not serve effectively as an alternate truck route for US 641.   
 
Summary 
 
Travel Time:  Travel speed was estimated to be 60 mph along the new corridor.  Travel 
speed was then multiplied by the corridor length to determine travel time.   
 
Interchange Suitability:  According to the Green Book (page 811), interchange spacing 
is recommended to be a minimum of 1 mile for an urban area and 2 miles for a rural 
area.  It is noted where these corridors may not meet these requirements.  There is also 
a question about whether some of the locations would be considered urban or rural.  
 
Project Phasing Suitability:  Understanding the entire corridor would likely not be built all 
at once, logical phasing breaks were evaluated.  Ratings of low, medium, or high were 
assigned with a high rating meaning that the corridor, most likely, could be built in 
logical segments.    
 
Safety Concerns:  At this stage, no safety differences are anticipated between each 
proposed corridor.  However, there could be safety concerns if the southern terminus 
does not provide access to a parkway or interstate because through trucks would 
remain on portions of the “local” road system.  All corridors providing parkway or 
interstate access were rated as having low impacts, meaning there are minimal safety 
concerns.       
 
Number of Intersecting US and State Routes:  All state and US routes intersecting the 
proposed corridor were included in this calculation including the terminus roadways.  
Corridors providing the most access to the state and US routes were considered good, 
while corridors providing the least access were considered less desirable.       



 
Environmental Impacts:  A general low, medium, or high rating was applied to the 
environmental summary discussed previously.   
 
Compatibility with Preliminary Project Goals:  A general low, medium, or high rating was 
applied to the project goals summary discussed previously. 
 
Public Comments Support Alternatives:  A summary of the public meetings showed that 
40 percent of the public meeting attendees preferred a connection to I-24 compared to 
29 percent each for the Wendell H. Ford Parkway and US 62.  When asked, more 
specifically, at what location, 16 percent felt it should be near the weigh station along I-
24.  Another 15 percent felt the southern terminus should be near the I-24/US 62 
interchange.  Ten percent felt it should be near the existing US 62/US 641 intersection, 
while another ten percent felt it should be near the Wendell H. Ford Parkway and US 62 
interchange.  All other options received less than ten percent support.  The public 
meeting attendees felt the two biggest environmental features to avoid were personal 
properties or homes and prime farmland.  Taking these results into consideration, a low, 
medium, or high rating was applied to each proposed corridor.  A high rating meant that 
the corridor most closely met the publics’ preferences.       
 
Recommendations:  A rating of low, low-medium, medium, medium-high, or high was 
assigned to each proposed corridor based on how well it met the established criteria.   
     
 
 
 
    


